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The Idea

On August 24, 1966, a paper describing a new concept for education, the

Continuous Progress Concept was submitted to the Seattle School Board by the

Superintendent. The idea was based upon new knowledge about the characteris-

tics of learners and upon the realities of urban growth and change. Its ele-

ments include new basic curricula, revitalized teaching methods, efficient use

of staff, efficient use of materials and equipment, and other instructional

resources and realistic vocational-technical education.

The Continuous Progress Concept suggested new levels of instruction:

(1) primary through grade 3; (2) intermediate, 4 through 7; (3) secondary, 8

through 11; and (4) college, 12 through 14. The Seattle School Board author-

ized a study of this organizational concept as it related specifically to the

long-range building needs of the District and to the desirability of developing

an intermediate center to serve Beacon Hill area pupils.

Objectives

The center would provide the Seattle School District with the capability

of realizing two values ascribed to the Continuous Progress Concept, improved

quality of education, and improved racial balance.

A center which would meet these two objectives would have three distinct

characteristics: (1) comprehensiveness, (2) large size, and (3) internal

decentralization..

Since improved racial balance would be one of the objectives of the center,

its attendance area would include over several neighborhood school areas. The

resulting heterogeneous student body would need a comprehensive range of

courses, facilities, and specialized teachers.

As individualized instruction is one of the pathways to improving the

quality of education, a major function of the school would be to analyze
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children's gifts, their limitations, and their educational needs and to plan

suitable instructional programs for them.

With sufficient funds to provide enough specialized staff, more individ-

ualizing could be achieved in existing schools as it is in special education

programs. Lacking these financial resources, a logical approach would be to

bring together larger numbers of children, as proposed in the Continuous

Progress Cen;er Concept. There, with assistance of instruction and guidance

specialists, the staff would analyze children's progress, design special pro-

grams for them, and provide groups for the most efficient instruction.

There would be other advantages also in having larger numbers of pupils.

The specie ,zed facilities required for individualizing instruction would be

shared, as would equipment. Thus, more extensive and diversified instructional

services would be purchased with the resources available. For example: closed

circuit television would serve the equivalent enrollment of seven or eight

neighborhood schools at less cost than if the same service were provided in

seven or eight different settings, or less even than if a central circuit pro-

vided service for seven or eight neighborhood schools simultaneously.

Size also dictates the economy and quality of other kinds of specialized

resources. It is less costly per pupil to build and equip science, art, and

music laboratories to be shared by larger numbers than by fewer pupils. Staff

can be deployed more economically if children are taught in more homogeneous

groups with materials and instructional methods which are geared to their

abilities.

Pupil loss of identity, a common concern of critics of the concept, can

be controlled to insure the development of socially desirable attitudes and

modes of behavior. Proposed for the intermediate center, therefore, is a

decentralized student body structure, the school-within-a-school organization.
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This, as described under the section on facilities, means that students belong

to a sub-unit of the total organization, a unit with its own core of teachers,

specialists, teaching spaces, and resources. Each module, with its own prin-

cipal, would assume the task of developing desirable human relationships as

well as creating the most favorable envirunment for learning. By creating a

closer bond between teachers and children this organizational plan would lead

to better morale, better discipline, improved academic performance, better

attendance, and fewer dropouts.

The following pages describe the application of the Continuous Progress

Concept to an intermediate school. The description is offered not as a final

and complete model of working specifications but as a working tool with which

the citizens' study committee can measure the probable feasibility of applying

this new educational desirp to a specific Seattle educational setting.

Behind the Continuous Progress Center idea is the realization that the

vast explosion in educational research and innovation is making available new

knowledge, new practices, and new materials which provide educators with the

capability of meeting modern urban educational needs with more than a fair

degree of success.

This design draws widely and freely from the best research and the best

practices available. It attempts to bring what is known about learning and

about teaching into one theoretical configuration which we will call the New

Beacon. LearniuCenter.

Organization for Facilities

To house the new Beacon students a site of approximately 30 to 40 acres

would be required. A site of about 22 acres on Beacon Hill now is owned by

the School District. Whether or not these acres would be suitable for a

center will depend upon an intensive study by site authorities and planning



officials. But, for the purpose of preparing theoretical specifications, we

have used this as a point of departure.

The heart of the New Center would be a modern, well-equipped library re-

source center. Extending outward, approximately in spoke-like fashion, would

be the four major instructional divisions or schools. Each would accommodate

about 750 children of approximate chronological age. Each school would cons:st

of three units designed for instruction of about 250 children. Pupils in each

unit of 250 would be further sub-grouped into three sections of 83 pupils.

Thus would evolve the school- within -a-- school idea described in the Continuous

Progress Center Concept statement.

Each unit would contain certain basic kinds of spaces, those for individ-

ual study, for small group discussion, and for large group instruction. In

addition, a unit of a central materials resource center system would provide

immediate and direct access to instructional materials required or learning

and teaching. There also would be special laboratories for art, music, science,

and languages, each accessible to pupils and teachers working in each school.

Special service spaces for such needs as health services, testing, and

counseling would be incorporated into each instructional unit. Food services

would be decentralized into instructional units.

Central facilities for administration, curriculum development, operations,

maintenance, records, medical, etc., would be provided to serve all schools.

Technological servicest, materials, equipment, and supplies services would

be housed in a central location. Closed circuit television with both unit and

central transmission controls would aid communication and instruction. A direct

link would be made with the School District computer through centralized and

decentralized terminals, both for administration and instruction purposes.

A large covered recreation area sufficient to accommodate all pupils in a



general assembly as well as to provide covered physical education areas for in-

structional units would be a part of the plan. This would be supplemented by

open play areas adjacent to each instructional unit.

Because the New Center is envisioned as a community center, the City of

Seattle, Park and Library Boards would be invited to participate in planning

adult meeting, recreation, library, and services facilities. The central re-

source center would be designed to serve not only children but families in the

community.

Special, Resources

The concept presumes efficient and skillful use of master teachers. It

presumes extensive use of educational technology, of instructional resources,

and specialized staff.

Demonstrations here and elsewhere make it abundantly clear that efficient

use of staff cannot be accomplished without skillful use of available technol-

ogy. In a Seattle school even now the effectiveness of closed circuit tele-

vision is being demonstrated. Through this medium instructional programs of

exceptional quality and tailored to the specific needs of the school could be

transmitted on as many channels as may be required by cable or microwave net-

work. Most District-wide programs now broadcast by station KCTS would not be

appropriate for the new curricula and instructional patterns of the New Center.

Olerations PoliciesA,Nsw.....iMO IL ip C4 7

The New Beacon Center is perceived as a prototype, an experimental model

to which a vast reservoir of experience and new education research would be

applied. The center, therefore, should be permitted wide latitude in opera-

tions policies. Procedures generally appropriate for existing neighborhood

schnols would not always be applicable to the New Center.

The Continuous Progress Concept states that children would progress at
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their own pace. The flexibility of grouping and scheduling would permit the

center to receive children at almost any calendar date and permit them to ter-

minate whenever they had completed the program of studies available to them.

Thus, with the center in almost continual operation, the year-round school

would emerge.

Marking, grading, and reporting in this setting suggest new procedures.

Time no longer would be the measure of progress. In its stead would be measure-

ments of progress defined by knowledges, skills, and understanding of the cur-

ricular concepts. Reporting to parents could no longer be satisfied by periodic

submission of alphabetical marks on a report card. Systems of parent-teacher

discussions and more comprehensive written reports of progress would be neces-

sary.

Teachers could be freed of the many routine housekeeping duties by aides

and by proper use of electronic devices. The teachers, released from the frus-

trating and impossible task of providing instruction in all subjects to all

pupils, could concentrate attention in areas of their specialty. Further,

they would assume greater shares of az guidance counseling responsibili-

ties for the small groups of children placed under their direction.

Specially trained and selected teachers would be needed in this environ-

ment. A pre-training program of several months would prepare them for their

exacting roles, both as counselors and educational specialists. Team teaching

methods would be emphasized in the intensive pre-induction activities. Teachers

with professional competence in new curricula and instructional technology would

be required to develop the center's services to their maximum. The director of

the center and his administrative aides would select and train the professional

team members.
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Because of these high expectations, the professional staff salary schedules

would be at a premium level. At the same time the teaching load would not pre-

vent on-the-job time for planning, research and study, or for pupil analysis,

guidance, counseling, and programming. Extensive use of para.professionals

would permit efficient use of professional teachers. The staff-pupil ratio

of existing schools would not be applicable because of the team organization,

variable grouping, individual instruction, and paraprofessional support.

Suggested, then, is a school with considerably greater autonomy in plan-

ning curriculum, developing calendars and schedules, reporting, recording, pro-

gramming, selecting and scheduling staff, developing budgets, and authorizing

expenditures. Even with this broader framework of operational policy, respon-

sible accounting to the District Superintendent would be expected.

Staff

In earlier paragraphs we have emphasized the importance of teachers who not

only would be skilled in one or more subject fields but would be trained in

counseling and programming.

The center would bring into one setting a professional staff which would

represent great variety and depth in many special skills. To use these talented

staff members effectively, the center would lean heavily upon team teaching

processes and variable groupings of children.

There would be several important criteria for selecting teachers, including:

1. Skill to teach.

2. Depth of experience in one or more subject fields.

3. Ability to apply the newer methods to teaching.

4. Ability to diagnose individual learning problems, to develop curricula,

and to measure performance.
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5. Skill to counsel and guide a home room unit through a continuous range

of successful learning experiences.

6. Sensitivity to individual behavioral needs of children.

The head teacher in each unit of ten teachers would have special skills in

learning and teaching techniques as well as in counseling and procramming skills.

Participating Schools

There are nineteen existing elementary schools, three proposed elementary

schools, and four junior high schools in the southeast - Beacon Hill areas from

which pupils could be drawn to form the total enrollment of the New Beacon

Learning Center.

Replacement of the present old buildings of five schools (Beacon Hill,

Hawthorne, Kimball, Maple, and South Van Asselt) has been recommended. Recom-

mendations also have been submitted to abandon Georgetown school and to con-

struct new elementary schools on the Dearborn Park and Kenyon Street sites.

Expressway plans in the Colman school area and the age and the condition of

that school suggest that it be discontinued or replaced.

The Continuous Progress Center Concept was offered as a way to meet educa-

tional goals while at the same time achieving the most efficient building pro-

gram.

Estimated costs of all building needs for the elementary schools of the

area total $6,785,000. A tabulation by school is attached (Table III). No

costs for the four junior high schools are included because all are h ised in

relatively new buildings requiring no appreciable sums for renovation or altera-

tion.

Several criteria have been applied to each of the area schools to deter-

mine those most suitable for participation in the center. The criteria were:
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(1) estimated cost of remodeling or new construction; (2) distance from the

proposed site; (3) pupil characteristics; and (4) enrollments.

First consideration was given to Georgetown where the building would be

abandoned. Schools requiring new facilities were given second consideration.

These are: Beacon Hill, Colman, Hawthorne, Kimball, and Maple. Third con-

sideration was given to proposed new schools at the Dearborn Park and Kenyon

Street sites. Fourth consideration was given to schools requiring major

remodeling. These were: Columbia, Concord, Dunlap, Emerson, and Muir.

After examining the facility needs and the distances from the proposed

site, the pupil characteristics and the growth in enrollments were taken into

account. As a result of this process, the pupils recommended for inclusion in

the center would be from:

Beacon Hill
Colman
Concord
Dearborn Park
Georgetown
Hawthorne
Kenyon Street
Kimball
Maple
Muir

The above schools would contribute pupils from grades 4, 5, and 6. Seventh

grade pupils would be drawn from Rainier Beach and Mercer Junior High Schools.

Temporary Classrooms

An important objective of the School District's building program is to

reduce the use of temporary classrooms. There are a total of 191 temporary

classrooms now in use by the 21 elementary and junior high schools of the

southeast - Beacon Hill area. Schools which would participate in the center

now require 137. It may be assumed that many of these temporary structures

could be discontinued in service with the construction of a center (see Table

VI).
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Enrollment

The total number of pupils who would be served by the New Center would be

nearly 3,000, about 750 in each grade level. The total in the center

would be 10.7% of the total of the School District for the same grades.

Pupil Profile

The children of this area of the caty are slightly more disadvantaged

than those of the city as a whole. Four of the elementary schools selected

now are cooperating in special aid programs under the Elementary and Secondary

Education Act (Title I).

The total area consists of 18.5% Negro enrollment. The New Beacon Center

percentage would be about the same. It would also have about the same number

of children from low income families. The absentee rate in the New Center

would be about the same as that of the area, as would the suspension rate and

achievement levels. The dropout rate would be lower.

Table VII compares pupils who would compose the enrollment for the New

Center with (1) the area and (2) the School District.

Organization for leaching. and Learning

The New Center would have both a horizontal and a vertical structure. The

horizontal plan would divide the pupils among teachers and would evolve from

three kinds of considerations:

1. The grouping needs of children (heterogenous and homogeneous) - See

the statement on Ability Grouping, page 18.

2. The learning areas and the structure of the curricula.

3. The special strengths of the teachers.

The vertical structure would be based upon the sequence of the curricula,

the inherent difficulty of the subject matter, and the performance of children



in dealing with it. Material; would be selected to match the speed of individ-

ual differences which would exist within instructional groups. The children

would then move vertically according to their readiness to proceed. Promotion

or non-promotion as we now know it would cease to exist.

This non-graded vertical plan would permit:

1. Continuous progression of all pupils from the slowest to the most able

in the characteristically irregular learning pattern.

2. Several alternative grouping possibilities for most children at most

times, none of which would be identified either with demotion or

promotion.

3. Latitudinal as well as longitudinal paths for curricular organization.

4. To a considerable degree, individualized learning materials.

An instructional strategy model based on a conceptual curriculum is

attached (Table IX). The model illustrates a scheme for teaching an instruc-

tional unit under the continuous progress plan and suggests methods of grouping.

Such an instructional scheme would provide opportunities for developing

the individual potentialities represented in a wide range of differences among

pupils and provide a common fund of knowledge, values, and skills vital to the

continuous progress of the children.

It is obvious that flexibility is the keynote of the continuous progress

idea. Not only must the grouping arrangements remain flexible, but individual

learning programs must be designed by the instructional staff after a careful

diagnosis of the learning needs of the pupils. The diagnostic, designing, and

evaluating roles of the teachers would be significant in the New Beacon Learn-

ing Center.
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Community Resources

In any large urban environment there are abundant opportunities to bring

people with significant experiences, talents, and skills to the schools. There

are in the Seattle area outstanding people in almost every field of endeavor,

from sports to medicine. There are physicists, mathematicians, painters,

musicians, writers, lawyers, public officials, craftsmen, architects, mech-

anics--practically an unlimited reservoir of talent.

Extensive use of these resources would be made by the center to present

to the pupils a broad spectrum of the cultural, social, economic, and racial

aspects of the community and at the same time reinforce and expand the learning

activities.

Conversely, opportunities to take children to community resources would be

greatly expanded by the center's bussing arrangements.

Both situations will expand the total as well as the educational environ-

ments of the children.

Evaluation of Pupil Progress

In a continuous progress program all students would be expected to progress

at whatever speed their native ability would permit. The reporting system,

therefore, would reflect an appraisal of the quantity of learning accomplished

in each subject. Whatever the student's achievement, it would be measured in

terms of satisfactory understanding of each concept, usually in a sequential

continuum and representing progress in terms of quantity. Achievements repre-

senting quantity of material learned satisfactorily would be presented by

instruments; such as, bar graphs or line graphs and/or written statements,

which describe explicitly the quantity of material covered.

The quantity mark, however, would not be the same as the quality mark. A

quality denotation would be expressed in conventional ways; such as, A, B, C,
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D. This is in reference to the quality of student performance while in the

course. A quality mark would measure performance in terms of: (1) degree of

accuracy, (2) depth of understanding, and (3) meeting the necessary course

requirements. Skill development also would be shown.

Under a continuous progress program there would be no need for an incom-

plete mark or a failure mark.

The pupil report form, in addition to the quality and quantity marks,

would describe the courses studied.

Earned credits would denote achievement, not necessarily time spent in

courses.

An example of this quantity-quality plan for reporting is included in the

supporting data.

Transportation,

Transportation of many pupils to and from the center will be a major

service requirement. Buses under the operation of the center would be sched-

uled to transport all children not within a reasonable walking distance of the

center. Gathering stations within each neighborhood school area would be con-

structed to which children would be expected to assemble. These could be so

placed as to require no child to walk more than a few blocks. The stations

would be adult supervised shelters from which children would be received and

returned. The maximum travel time from a station to the center would be

approximately fifteen minutes.

The availability of buses at the center would permit their use for many

field trips to museums, Seattle Center, industrial sites, and other points of

significant interest. These opportunities now are greatly restricted and,

when available, become an added expense to parents. Buses when not required

by the New Center would be scheduled by other Seattle District schools.
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Maximum use of buses and drivers would be expected. Table VIII summarizes esti-

mates of the cost of transporting pupils.

Grouping and Achievement

One of the most perplexing problems facing education at all levels is how

to group learners for the most efficient as well as productive individual

achievement.

A major organizational objective of the New Beacon Learnnlg Center would

be to create arrangements for maintaining flexible learning modules.

Grouping pupils according to ability and/or achievement has received much

emphasis. Attempts at differentiating levels of instruction have been proposed

and utilized at all grade levels and in all subject matter with varying success.

In those situations where the grouping of students has not appeared to have

appreciably benefited students, the fault most often was attributed to: (1) the

selection procedures used in grouping, (2) the failure to establish and maintain

different curricular offerings, (3) not using different teaching techniques,

and (4) not altering the approach to students of different abilities. Little

difference has been noted between grouping and non-grouping techniques when

all groups were bound to the same curriculum. The advantage of grouping does

not stem from the grouping process itself but rather from the opportunity of

being able to move at varying rates and degrees of depth most appropriate to

each group, and, consequently, appropriate to the individuals in that group.

The totality of educational opportunities afforded from kindergarten

through the twelfth grade are of real concern. Students who could be given

the opportunity of progressing at a rate commensurate with their individual

abilities for a period of thirteen years of formal schooling would be substan-

tially different at the completion of those years.
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*Abi...2.2.i Grouping.,

Narrowing the ability range in the classroom on the basis of some measure

of general academic aptitude will, by itself, in the absence of carefully

planned adaptations of content and method, produce little positive change in

the academic achievement of pupils at any ability level. On the other hand,

there is no support for the contention that narrow-range classes are associ-

ated with negative effects on self-concept, aspirations, interests, attitudes

toward school, and other non-intellective factors. Various kinds of grouping

and regrouping can be used effectively when they are designed to implement

planned variations in content and method. The administrative deployment of

students must, consequently, be tailored to the specific demands of the curric-

ulum.

Ability grouping is inherently neither good nor bad. Its value depends

upon the way in which it is used. there it is used without close examination

of the specific learning needs of various pupils and without the recognition

that it must follow the demands of carefully planned variations in curriculum,

grouping can be, at best, ineffective; at worst, harmful. It can become harm-

ful when it lulls teachers and parents into believing that because there is

grouping, the school is providing differentiated education for pupils of vary-

ing degrees of ability, when in reality that is not the case. It may become

dangerous when it leads teachers to underestimate the learning capacities of

pupils at the lower ability levels. It can also be damaging when it is in-

flexible and does not provide channels for moving children from lower to

higher ability groups and back again either from subject to subject or within

any one subject as their performance at various times in their school career

*From Goldberg, Passow, Justman, The Effects of Ability Grouping, Teachers
College, Columbia University, 1966, General Conclusions, Pages 167-9.
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dictates.

However, ability grouping may be used effectively when it grows out of

the needs of the curriculum and when it is varied and flexible. Pupils can

be assembled for special work, whether advanced content or remedial instrucu.

tion in a given subject. Teachers can more easily carry out specific plans

appropriate for one ability level without having to provide for other pupils

for whom the particular content may be inappropriate. Pupils at all levels

can be freed to participate more fully without fear of derision either for

being "too dumb" or "too smart."

At least until such time as procedures for more completely individualized

instruction become incorporated into school policy and teacher preparation,

schools will continue to rely on various kinds of grouping in their attempt to

differentiate instruction. It is, therefore, essential to recognize that no

matter how precise the selection of pupils becomes or how varied and flexible

the student deployment may be, grouping arrangements by growth result from what

is taught and learned in the classroom. It is, therefore, on the differentia-

tion and appropriate selection of content and method of teaching that the

emphasis must be placed. Grouping procedures can then become effective servants

of the curriculum.

Summary and Conclusions

This paper is not the first nor will it be the last written about a new

format for public education. In the Seattle School District, as elsewhere,

the quest will continue for ways to improve. The process is a continuing one.

The profile of the New Beacon Learning Center can, nevertheless, provide one

step in the link between the philosophical concept and its application to a

specific school setting. At stake is something more than just innovation. The
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primary target is the school system's ability to develop and grow into a more

fully functioning system.

In a fully functioning school system the goals would be reasonably clear

and well accepted. Clarity and acceptance are not all- -the goals also must be

achievable with existing or available resources and be appropriate to the

demands of the environment.

The profile leaves many important questions unanswered. Specifications

for the learning resource system are yet to be defined. Grouping variables

within the specific body of students who would participate in the center re-

quire detailed examination. Establishing the relationships between goals,

curricula, and methods is a complex and technical process and will demand

careful documentation. The great promise of educational technology must be

brought to fruition. Flexible programs and schedules require new testing and

evaluating procedures. More detailed bus schedule, route, and cost studies

must be undertaken. Plans for selecting and training staff can evolve only

after completion of details of instructional processes have been examined.

Development of these and other aspects of the center will demand the full

and immediate attention of specialized and highly competent Seattle School Dis-

trict staff and members of the School Board in the months ahead.

The Seattle Citizens School Progress Planning Committee for whom this pro-

file has been prepared is charged with the responsibility of examining the

feasibility of the Continuous Progress Concept in the setting described as the

New Beacon Learning Center. Because the concept proposes significant depar-

tures not only in instruction but also in the organization of schools, the

projection of the counterparts of the New Beacon Learning Center to other areas

of the School District must be seriously considered by the committee.
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As specifically stated by the School Board, "The committee will critically

analyze the proposed continuous progress center concept in relation to the

School District's long-range building program and recommend to the Board in

light of curriculum, staff, transportation, and cost factors whether the con-

cept should be adopted, modified, or rejected." The profile of the New Beacon

Learning Center is the model for one intermediate center. As a model, it is

subject to modification as information is reexamined and new research become

available.
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TABLE III

RECOMMENDED SCHOOL PLANT IMPROVEMENTS

ALL ELEMENTARY SCHOOLS IN THE SOUTHEAST - BEACON HILL AREAS OF SEATTLE

School Improvement
Estimated

Cost

Beacon Hill New building $ 855,000

Colman New building 800,000

Columbia Remodel 220,000

Concord Remodel 150,000

Dearborn Park New building 700,000

Dunlap Remodel 155,000

Emerson Remodel 220,000

Georgetown Discontinue use --.

Hawthorne New building 715,000

Kenyon Street New building 880,000

Kimball New building 815,000

Maple New building 835,000

Muir Remodel 440,000

South Van Asselt (Kenyon Street)

TOTAL $6,785,000



TABLE IV

ESTIMATED REALLOCATION OF PLANNED SCHOOL PLANT
EXPENDITURES IF CENTER IS CONSTRUCTED

ELEMENTARY SCHOOLS WHICH WOULD PARTICIPATE IN CENTER

If Neighborhood School
Plan Is Continued

If Center Plan Is Implemented

School
Estimated

Expenditure

*Required by
Neighborhood

Available
for Other

School Purposes

Beacon Hill $ 855,000 $ 550,000 305,000

Colman 800,000 500,000 300,000

Concord 150,000 150,000 - --

Dearborn Park 700,000 400,000 300,000

Georgetown .... ... - --

Hawthorne 715,000 415,000 300,000

Kenyon Street 880,000 580,000 300,000

Kimball 815,000 515,000 300,000

Maple 835,000 535,000 300,000

Muir 400,000 300,000 100,000

TOTAL $6,150,000 $3,945,000 $2,205,000

*These figures based upon conversion of the existing neighborhood school to a
primary school or in the case of non-existing schools the erection of pri-
mary facilities only. If pupils were transported to primary locations, some
schools could be closed out completely or converted to other purposes; such
as, adult education or community centers.
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TABLE VI

TEMPORARY CLASSROOMS SOUTHEAST - BEACON HILL AREAS

Elementary Schools In Use
Regular

In Use

SpecialSp

Education

Totl
Starraed

*Beacon Hill 6 6

Brighton 6 4

*Colman 7 3 10

Columbia 9 1

*Concord 6 6

Dunlap 6

Emerson 12

Gatzert 9

*Georgetown 1 1

Graham Hill 0

*Hawthorne 4 4

*Kimball 10 2 12

*Maple 8 8

*Muir 8 8

Rainier View 3

*Van Asselt Annex 17 17

Whitworth 1

Junior High Schools

*Mercer 14 14

Sharples 3

Washington 0

*Rainier Beach 51 51

TOTAL 172 19 137

*Participating schools
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TABLE VII

A COMPARISON OF PUPILS WHO WOULD PARTICIPATE IN THE CENTER WITH THOSE

OF THE SOUTHEAST - BEACON HILL AREA AND THE SCHOOL DISTRICT

Enroll-
ment
Grades
4,5,6,7
Oct. 66

Per-
cent-
age

Negroes
Dec. 66

Per-
cent-
age
Low
Income
Chil-
dren

Ab-
sen-
tee
Rate
1965-
1966

Sus-

pen-
sion
Rate
1965-
1966

Drop-
out
Rate
1965-
1966
Sec-
ond-
ary
Only

Metropolitan
Achievement
6th & 8th
Grades

Fall, 1966

Total
Lan-
guage

Arith-
metic
Compu-
tation

New Beacon
Center 1/

2,863 19.0 25.6 5.8 1.7 .67 47.6 24.6

Beacon Hill
Area 2/

1W
5,763 18.5 30.9 6.1 1.8 2.24 47.2 23.9

School District
(elementary and
junior high
schools only)

27,977 10.3 22.5 5.8 1.2 .88 49.3 24.9

1/
Includes the following schools: Beacon Hill, Colman, Concord, Georgetown,
Hawthorne, Kimball, Maple, and Muir Elementary Schools. (Dearborn Park and
Kenyon Street were included, with values equal to the average of the entire
Beacon Hill area.) Rainier Beach and Mercer Junior High Schools were also
included.

2/
Includes all the above schoois and Brighton, Columbia, Dunlap, Emerson,
Gatzert, Graham Hill, Rainier View, and Whitworth Elementary Schools;
Sharples and Washington Junior High Schools.



TABLE VIII

ESTIMATED TRANSPORTATION COSTS NEW BEACON LEARNING CENTER

Center capacity
Estimate 80% will need transportation

All figures are estimates.

3,000
2,400

I. Seventeen 70 passenger buses making two trips daily A.M. and P.M. could
carry 2,380 students.

Cost of 17 buses at $10,000.00 each $170,000.00
Cost of garage facilities 30,000.00
Operating cost based on State figures 61 530.00.

Total cost 1st year $261,530.00
Less 90% reimbursement of operating costs - 55,377.00

Net cost 1st year $206,153.00

2nd year operating cost $ 61,530.00

Net cost to District after 90% reimbursement $ 6,153.00

II. Using City Transit: Based on present transit costs of about $200 per
child per year.

2,400 students x $200.00 =
Less 90% state reimbursement

Net cost to District

$480,000.00
- 432,000.00

$ 48,000.00

III. Using City Transit at 40t round trip x 2,400 x 180 days = $144,720.00
Less 90% state reimbursement - 130,248.00

Net cost to District

It is not likely the City Transit could offer
trip. Beacon Hill is not on heavily traveled
equipment would be needed.

IV. Lease 17 Buses @ $265.00 per month.

Annual lease cost
Operating costs

Less 90% reimbursement

District cost 1st year net

$ 14,472.00

this service at 40t round
existing routes. Special

$ 54,060.00
61 530.00

$115,590.00
-55 377.00

$ 60,213.00



TABLE VIII (continued)

After the third year the District could buy the buses for $ 47,600.00Operating costs
61,530.00

Total
$109,130.00Less 90% reimbursement
- 55,377.00

Net cost 4th year $ 53,753.00

After the fourth year the District owns the buses

Operating costs
$ 61,530.00Less 90% reimbursement
-55 377.00

Net cost 5th year $ 6,153.00

Years 5 through 12 the District cost would be about $ 6,153.00



TABLE IX

=--

AN INSTRUCTIONAL STRATEGY FOR A CONTINUOUS
PROGRESS MODEL BASED ON CONCEPTUAL SCHEMES

EVENTS

2

BEGIN COURSE. EVENT A'1 FIRST MEET I NG

OF PUPILS AND TEACHERS.

STUDENT TAKES PRE -TEST WHICH HELPS

TEACHER -PUPIL CHOICE I,N DEC!. 'ONS`CQN...

CERN I NG SUB - CONCEPT AND CURRICULUM

PHASES.

3 PUPIL CONFERS WITH TEACHER TO DETER...

MINE ACT ION COURSE.

4

5

CHOICE OF PROGRAM PACKAGE. PUPIL

DECIDES TO WORK ON A GIVEN PROGRAM

PACKAGE (SUB- CONCEPT I I I PHASE IV)

AND IS READY TO PROCEED TO EVENT M5.

PASS TEACHER PREPARED BACKGROUND TEST.

STUDENT MAY TAKE BACKGROUND TEST AT

ANY TIME WITH TEACHER PERMISSION AND
WITH TEACHER AND/OR TEACHER AIDE

SUPERVISION. IF PUPIL PERFORMANCE IS
SATISFACTORY, STUDEC'T RETURNS TO

STEP 3.

3 STUDENT SELECTS ANOTHER SUB- CONCEPT

PACKET AFTER TEACHER -PUPIL CONFERENCE.

6

7
8

AFTER STUDENT COMPLETES SUBCONCEPTS,

PUPIL ENGAGES IN SMALL GROUP DISCUSSION

WITH PEERS WITH SAME GENERAL LEVEL OF

CONCEPT MASTERY.

DEPTH STUDY OF SPECIALIZATION.

EVALUATION. TESTING OF PUPIL WITH
INSTRUMENTS PREPARED AND ASSEMBLED IN

SIMILAR MANNER AS PHASED CURRICULUM

CHOICES.

CONCEPT

LG I -IPRE-TEsT4CONFERENCE

MOTIVATION

I I INTRODUCE

CONCEPTS

I I I MAKE ASSIGN-
MENTS

CONFER WITH

TEACHER

DECISION RE SUB...

CONCEPT AND PHASE

CHOICE

I I MINIMUM REQUIRE-
MENT ONE PACKAGE

PER SUB - CONCEPT

L.



II NM MN (1) STUDY SEVERAL RELATED

PROBLEMS

CURRICULUM (a)

CHOICE

PHASES

Ir
II

I I I I
1. VIEW SLIDES OR FILM STRIPS

II
I I I I I 2. REVIEW CONCEPT FILMS

Cfr
Cie I I 3. HEAR RECORDINGS OR TAPES

4. READ RECOMMENDED MATERIALS

SLIBCONGSPT
I I I I 5. COMPARE READING MATERIALS

I I 6. PREPARE CHARTS AND DIAGRAMS

DEFINE THE PROBLEM

IS
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SGD

8. WORK WITH TEACHING MACHINES

9. DO LABORATORY "EXPERIMENTS"

10. VIEW TV PROGRAMS

11. CONFERENCE WITH TEACHERS

12. FIELD TRIPS.,.

13. INTERVIEWS

14. STUDENT "RESEARCH" TEAM

15.

16.

BACKGROUND SYNTHESIS RESOL
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